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Our  concern  with  the  Rocky  Mount  incident  has  not  been  due 
merely  to  an  interest  in  events  concerning  North  Carolina.  We  have 
viewed  with  alarm  the  possible  Southwide  implications  of  this  inci- 
dent. Our  fears  in  regard  to  this  matter  seem  to  find  justification  in 
events  in  TENNESSEE,  as  may  be  seen  in  the  following  from  an 
article  in  the  Memphis  Commercial  Appeal,  written  by  the  Religion 
Editor  of  that  paper,  Phillip  Thomas: 

"Knoxville,  Tenn.,  Nov^  13. — 'Denominational  loyalty'  is  a  major' 
problem  Baptists  in  the  state  must  face,  the  president  of  the  Tennes- 
see Baptist  Convention  said  here  Tuesday. 

*'Dr.  Ralph  Norton  of  Chattanooga,  attending  the  three-day  TBC 
sessions  in  Knoxville's  First  Baptist  Church,  said  in  an  interview  that 
moves  by  some  of  the  state's  Baptist  Churches  away  from  the  doc- 
trines of  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention  can  only  be  stopped  at  the 
local  level. 


"He  referred  to  a  case  before  the  Tennessee  Supreme  Court  at 
Evansville.  The  majority  of  the  church  members  recently  voted  to 
withdraw  from  the  Tennessee  Valley  Baptist  Association,  but  the 
minority  took  the  matter  to  court  on  grounds  it  should  retain  control 
of  the  church  property  since  it  adheres  to  SBC  doctrine.  A  Chancery 
Court  decision  favored  the  minority.  The  majority  appealed  to  the 
state  Supreme  Court.  A  similar  case  has  come  up  at  the  Pikeville, 
Tenn.,  Baptist  Church. 

"  'The  only  solution  is  for  churches,  particularly  small  ones,  to 
be  careful  who  they  call  as  a  pastor  and  be  sure  he  is  doctrinally 
sound.  Pulpit  committees  must  be  careful  and  not  call  a  man  just 
because  he  looks  good  or  preaches  in  a  loud  voice,'  Dr.  Norton  said. 

"Dr.  C.  W.  Pope,  recently  retired  executive  secretary  of  the  TBC, 
said  ministers  who  deliberately  lead  their  congregations  out  of  the 
Southern  Baptist  fold  are  'offbrand  religious  outlaws'. 


"Similar  court  action  involving  a  Baptist  Church  at  Rocky  Mount, 
N.  C.  caused  a  furor  in  North  Carolina  in  1955  and  resulted  in  a  floor 
fight  at  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention  in  Kansas  City  last  May.  .  .  . 
messengers  at  Kansas  City  agreed  to  consider  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment making  even  stronger  the  right  of  Baptist  churches  to  act  inde- 
pendently. The  amendment  will  be  voted  on  at  SBC  sessions  in  Chicago 
next  year. 

"The  Rev.  John  Hispher  of  Dayton,  Tenn.,  associational  mission- 
ary of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Baptist  Association,  said  Tennessee 
Southern  Baptists  can't  afford  to  lose  the  Evansville  case. 

"  *If  we  do,  there's  no  telling  how  many  other  pastors  may  come 
in  like  that  man  at  Evansville  did  and  refuse  to  co-operate  with  the 
state  convention'."  (emphasis  supplied) 
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AMID  CONFUSION: 

N.  C.  BAPTIST  CONVENTION 
"SIDE-STEPPED"  AUTONOMY 
ISSUE 


In  a  confused  final  session  of  the  1956 
N.  C.  Baptist  State  Convention,  "the 
convention  side-stepped  the  autonomy 
issue  once  again  when  the  resolutions 
committee  disapproved  two  resolutions 
concerning  it"  (Associated  Press,  Nov. 
15).  The  convention  decisively  supported 
the  committee's  recommendation. 

"The  confusion  resulted,"  writes  one 
reporter,  "when  several  motions,  substi- 
tute motions,  and  amendments  were 
made  at  about  the  same  time.  In  the 
mixup  that  followed,  opponents  of  Dr. 
Bulman  found  themselves  voting  with 
him  on  a  matter  because  of  the  error  of 
president  Dr.  J.  C.  Canipe  in  stating  the 
motions.  Several  of  the  Bulman  group 
said  they  became  so  confused  at  one 
time  that  they  stood  to  vote  against 
their  own  motion"  (Ed  Robbins,  Winston- 
Salem  Journal,  Nov.  16). 

Began  First  Day 

Shortly  after  the  convention  began,  on 
Tuesday  morning  (Nov.  13),  the  effort 
was  made  to  amend  the  report  of  the 
Committee  on  Order  of  Business  so  as 
to  place  on  the  program  time  for  dis- 
cussion of  certain  issues  concerning  the 
autonomy  question.  Dr.  C.  K.  Rand  of- 
fered the  amendment,  which  asked  that 
half  an*hour's  time  be  set  aside  to  dis- 


cuss (1)  the  court  decision  in  the  North 
Rocky  Mount  Church  case,  (2)  the  tes- 
timony of  the  denominational  leaders 
given  in  the  trial  of  that  case,  and  (3) 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  any  con- 
vention funds  were  used  in  any  way  in 
connection  with  that  case. 

Although  Dr.  Rand's  proposal  was  de- 
feated overwhelmingly,  the  decisive  sig- 
nificance of  what  he  was  advocating  was 
made  stunningly  apparent  less  than  an 
hour  later,  when  Dr.  J.  C.  Canipe  in  his 
presidential  address  re-introduced  the 
autonomy  issue  and  related  matters.  (In 
our  paper  of  last  month,  we  had  occasion 
to  report  how  Dr.  Canipe  seemed  to 
avoid  taking  a  positive  stand  when  he 
was  asked  point-blank  about  some  im- 
portant matters  last  Spring.  It  is,  there- 
fore, with  pleasure  that  we  now  report 
that  in  his  presidential  address  he  came 
closer  to  hitting  the  nail  on  the  head 
than  anyone  in  any  address  that  we  have 
ever  heard  on  any  convention  floor.) 

Writing  in  the  Twin-City  Sentinel, 
Sid  Bost  thus  describes  the  situation: 

"Messengers  to  the  convention  de- 
feated overwhelmingly  a  proposal  that 
one  half -hour  be  set  aside  to  discuss  gen- 
erally the  question  of  local  church  au- 
tonomy and  specifically  the  North  Rocky 
Mount  Church  court  case. 
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"Then  they  echoed  with  *amens'  a 
speech  by  Dr.  J.  C.  Canipe  of  Hender- 
sonville,  the  convention  president,  in 
which  he  said,  *We  must  maintain  the 
autonomy  of  the  local  church.'  .  .  . 

"Dr.  Canipe  cautioned  the  messengers 
to  avoid  'some  detrimental  trends  in  our 
denominational  life  at  this  time,'  espe- 
cially those  questioning  local  church  au- 
tonomy and  teaching  doctrines  question- 
ing the  virgin  birth  of  Jesus.  .  .  . 

"Dr.  Canipe  said  anyone  teaching  such 
doctrines  in  Baptist  institutions  should 
either  resign  or  re-examine  his  thinking 
in  the  light  of  New  Testament  teaching" 
(Nov.  13). 

The  extent  to  v^hich  Dr.  Canipe's  mes- 
sage supported  our  basic  position  is  thus 
stated  by  Arthur  Johnsey,  of  the  Greens- 
boro Daily  News: 

"In  the  president's  message  to  the  con- 
vention, Dr.  Canipe  pointed  with  alarm 
toward  trends  in  the  direction  of  accept- 
ance of  the  idea  of  a  general  church.  .  .  . 

"Canipe  said  the  church  is  at  the 
cross-roads  in  its  denominational  think- 
ing. He  said,  'We  must  guard  against 
the  trend  in  some  terms  current  in  our 
Baptist  vocabulary:  su^h  as  "the  Chris- 
tian or  universal  church  with  its  ecu- 
menical idea".' 

"This  had  been  the  theyne  of  Bulman's 
dissertations  in  speeches,  sermons  and 
tracts  distributed  widely  over  the  state 
in  the  past  two  years"  (Nov.  14). 

Following  this  re-introduction  of  the 
issue  by  Dr.  Canipe,  we  decided  to  try  to 
get  the  convention  to  go  on  and  PRAC- 
TICALLY APPLY  the  principles  which 
the  convention's  president  had  set  forth. 
We  planned  to  do  this  in  two  ways:  first, 
to  get  the  convention  to  acknowledge 
that  the  principle  of  local  church  au- 
tonomy was  violated  by  the  Supreme 
Court  decision  in  the  North  Rocky  Mount 
Church  case;  second,  to  try  to  get  the 
convention  to  take  a  definite  stand  re- 
garding the  un-Baptistic  position  which 
has  been  taken  by  certain  ones  employed 
by  the  convention.  We  sought  to  accom- 
plish both  objectives  by  means  of  resolu- 
tions, which  were  read  to  the  convention 
and  passed  on  to  the  resolutions  com- 
mittee. One  resolution  was  presented  on 


Tuesday  ni.^-ht,  the  other  on  Wednesday 
morning. 

The  Twin-City  Sentinel  has  given  the 
following  account  of  our  plan  to  present 
the  first  resolution  on  Tuesday  night: 

''Later  Dr.  Bulman  admitted  his  group 
had  taken  a  severe  beating.  After  hear- 
ing' Dr.  Canipe's  talk,  however,  he  said 
he  would  present  a  resolution  tonight  to 
the  convention  asking  the  Baptists  to 
condemn  the  North  Carolina  Supreme 
Court  for  turning-  over  the  North  Rocky 
Mount  Church  to  a  minority  group  on 
the  grounds  that  the  minority  group  rep- 
resented the  faith  of  the  Baptist  State 
Convention.  .  .  . 

''Dr.  Bulman  said  of  Dr.  Canipe's 
message,  'Wonderful'. 

"Then  he  announced  that  the  resolu- 
tion he  will  present  tonight  is  worded 
almost  precisely  like  one  adopted  in  1955 
by  Baptist  ministers  of  the  Mecklenburg 
Association. 

"One  of  the  signers  of  that  resolution 
is  Dr.  C.  C.  Warren  of  Charlotte,  cur- 
rently the  president  of  the  Southern 
Baptist  Convention. 

"Dr.  Bulman's  lesolution  .  .  .  reads 
as  follows: 

"  'Since  North  Carolina  Baptists  are 
passing  through  a  period  when  our 
distinctive  Scripture  doctrines,  our 
noble  institutions  and  our  Baptist  pro- 
gram are  seriously  threatened,  we 
messengers  of  the  N.  C.  Baptist  State 
Convention,  being  unalterably  opposed 
to  the  existing  efforts  of  groups  out- 
side our  convention  to  disrupt  the  con- 
structive work  of  our  denominational 
program,  do  hereby  declare: 

"  '1.  Thr/c  our  churches  are  and  of 
right  ought  to  be  free  and  independ- 
ent congregations;  that  such  is  the 
teaching  of  the  Scripture,  our  sole 
authority ; 

"  '2.  That  as  regards  this  principle 
our  N.  C.  courts  have  erred,  in  that 
they  have  in  practical  effect  taken  the 
position  that  there  is  a  general  Bap- 
tist church,  of  which  the  individual 
congregations  are  parts,  and  from 
which  these  congregations  cannot 
secede.'  "  (Sid  Bost,  Twin-City  Sen- 
tinel, Nov.  13) 
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Second  Resolution 

On  Wednesday  morning,  "the  auton- 
omy issue  once  again  appeared  in  the 
convention  picture  in  the  form  of  a  reso- 
lution made  at  the  morning  session  by 
the  Rev.  Glenn  Gaffney  of  Greensboro" 
(Ed  Robins,  Winston-Salem  Journal, 
Nov.  15).  The  resolution,  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  resolutions  committee,  is 
described  as  follows  by  Roy  Covington, 
writing  in  the  Charlotte  Observer: 

"Noting  that  'no  one  should  hold  a 
position  of  denominational  employment 
if  he  didn't  accept  certain  essential  Bap- 
tist doctrines,'  the  resolution  recom- 
m.ended : 

"  *The  convention  hereby  authorize  the 
appointment  of  a  committee  to  be  named 
by  the  president  to  investigate  the  doc- 
trinal position  of  leaders  employed  by 
the  state  convention  who  in  recent 
months  have  been  criticized  on  doctrinal 
grounds  and  that  this  committee  be  in- 
structed to  report  to  the  General  Board 
in  open  meeting'."  (emphasis  supplied, 
Nov.  15) 

As  surmised  by  Ed  Robins  in  the  Win- 
ston-Salem Journal,  "Although  no  names 
were  mentioned  in  the  resolution,  the  in- 
dication was  that  it  was  directed  against 
the  court  testimony  of  Dr.  Harold 
Tribble,  president  of  Wake  Forest  Col- 
lege, and  Dr.  M.  A,  Huggins,  both  of 
whom  testified  in  the  North  Rocky  Mount 
Church  case"  (Nov.  15). 
Report  of  Resolutions  Committee 
On  Thursday  Morning 

The  recommendation  of  the  resolutions 
committee  was  to  reject  completely  the 
Gaffney  resolution  and  to  reject  that 
portion  of  the  other  resolution  which  had 
reference  to  the  decision  of  the  North 
Carolina  courts.  "The  convention  aligned 
itself  squarely  behind  its  resolutions 
committee"  (Roy  Covington,  Charlotte 
Observer,  Nov.  16). 

"The  Gaffney  proposal,"  writes  John 
A.  McLeod,  Jr.,  in  The  Greensboro  Rec- 
ord, "was  dealt  a  mortal  blow  when  the 
convention  refused  Dr.  C.  K.  Rand  one 
minute  to  speak  on  it"  (Nov.  15).  Roy 
Covington's  description  runs:  "Mes- 
sengers shouted  down  an  appeal  from 
C.  K.  Rand  of  High  Point  that  he  be 
allowed  one  minute  to  discuss  the  reso- 
lution. He  lost  by  approximately  1,500 


to  95  when  he  asked  for  a  standing  vote" 

(Charlotte  Observer,  Nov.  16). 

The  full  significance  of  this  incident 
cannot  be  appreciated  without  mention 
of  the  fact  that  Dr.  Rand  specifically 
asked  for  one  minute  to  state  a  question 
of  personal  privilege.  Apart  from  the 
fact  that  this  was  a  request  for  personal 
privilege,  the  fact  that  the  convention 
"refused  to  grant  even  one  minute's 
time"  to  a  messenger  (as  expressed  by 
Arthur  Johnsey,  Greensboro  Daily  News, 
Nov.  16)  is  in  itself  of  considerable  sig- 
nificance. The  N.  C.  State  Convention, 
like  the  Southern  Convention,  is  sup- 
posed to  follow  Kerfoot's  Parliamentary 
Law,  which  makes  very  clear  provisions 
for  allowing  a  messenger  to  state  a  ques- 
tion of  privilege.  Kerfoot  states:  "To 
raise  a  question  of  privilege  one  has  only 
to  rise  and  call  out:  'Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  a  question  of  privilege.'  He  does 
not  have  to  wait  to  secure  the  floor.  He 
may  do  this  even  when  another  has  the 
floor,  and  without  waiting  for  recogni- 
tion by  the  chair.  No  second  is  required. 
This  is  in  the  nature  of  a  claim  rather 
than  of  a  motion.  The  chair  will  say: 
'Please  state  the  question.'  The  member 
will  then  state  what  the  question  is 
which  he  wishes  to  raise.  This  cannot  be 
amended.  It  cannot  be  debated.^*  It  is  evi- 
dent that  Winston-Salem  was  not  with- 
out certain  shades  of  Kansas  City! 

The  other  resolution,  however,  was 
able  to  gain  a  little  more  consideration. 
As  stated  by  the  Associated  Press,  "Dr. 
Bulman  managed  to  gain  the  floor  for 
two  minutes  during  a  confused  inter- 
lude" (Nov.  16).  What  was  said  in  those 
two  minutes  is  thus  reported  by  Tom 
MacCaulty  of  the  Durham  Morning 
Herald : 

"In  his  remarks  today  Dr.  Bulman 
said,  'It  seems  pointless  to  say  that  we 
believe  in  autonomy  if  we  fail  to  say  just 
what  autonomy  means  in  regard  to  this 
very  incident  (the  Rocky  Mount  case) 
that  has  produced  the  discussion  on  au- 
tonomy. This  court  decision  ultimately 
involves  every  Baptist  church  in  the 
state.' 

"Dr.  Bulman  said,  'an  attorney  of 
Louisville,  Ky.,  who  has  received  wide 
recognition  because  of  his  research  on 
the  subject,  has  stated  that  the  court  de- 
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cision  has  transformed  all  N.  C.  Baptist 
churches  into  Presbyterian  churches,  in 
so  far  as  church  government  is  con- 
cerned.' 

"He  added  that  'the  publication  of  the 
Law  School  of  Duke  University  and  the 
publication  of  the  Law  School  of  the 
University  of  North  Carolina  have 
strongly  criticized  this  court  decision.  .  . . 

"  'Are  we  going  to  refuse  to  speak 
clearly  on  the  issue  and  leave  it  to  insti- 
tutions like  Duke  and  the  University  of 
North  Caorlina  to  be  the  defenders  of 
historic  Baptist  principle?'  he  asked" 
(Nov.  16). 

As  has  already  been  indicated,  there 
was  much  confusion  at  this  point  of  the 
convention.  It  was  probably  this  confu- 
sion that  largely  accounted  for  the  small 
number  voting  on  either  side.  This  "light 
voice  vote"  is  something  that  Tom  Mac- 
Caulty  has  put  his  finger  on,  remarking 
that  "the  lightness"  of  the  vote  was 
something  "which  most  observers  attrib- 
uted to  confusion  over  whether  a  vote  of 
*yes'  was  for  the  resolution  or  for  the 
rejection  of  the  resolution"  {Durham 
Morning  Herald,  Nov.  16). 

Because  of  the  confusion  which 
reigned,  and  because  of  the  lightness  of 
the  vote,  it  would  seem  that,  far  from 
being  settled,  the  autonomy  issue  is  more 
uncertain  than  ever. 
Issue  "Sidestepped" 

This  uncertainty  is  all  the  more  ap- 
parent in  view  of  the  Associated  Press 
statement,  given  at  the  beginning  of  this 
article,  that  what  the  convention  really 
did  was  to  "sidestep"  the  autonomy  is- 
sue. As  stated  by  John  A.  McLeod,  Jr., 
"The  Baptist  State  Convention  concluded 
its  126th  annual  session  here  today  after 
defeating  two  last-ditch  attempts  to  get 
the  controversial  autonomy  question  be- 
fore the  body"  (The  Greensboro  Record, 
Nov.  15,  emphasis  supplied)  ;  and  the 
caption  to  that  story  ran:  "Last-Ditch 
Effort  to  Discuss  Autonomy  Issue  De- 
feated" (emphasis  supplied).  Roy  Cov- 
ington put  it  this  way:  "Successfully 
smothering  moves  to  inject  controversial 
issues,  N.  C.  Baptists  concluded  their 
126th  annual  convention  .  .  ."  (Charlotte 
Observer,  Nov.  16).  Therefore,  not  only 
did  the  convention  defeat  the  two  reso- 
lutions designed  to  get  the  convention  to 


take  positive  action  on  the  autonomy  is- 
sue; but,  more  significantly,  the  conven- 
tion would  not  even  permit  a  real  dis- 
cussion of  the  issue. 

And  this  has  been  the  story  in  every 
convention  in  which  we  have  tried  to  get 
this  issue  to  the  people.  NEVER  HAS 
OUR  CASE  BEEN  PERMITTED  TO 
BE  GIVEN  ANYTHING  LIKE  A  FULL 
PRESENTATION  ON  A  CONVEN- 
TION FLOOR.  In  the  1955  state  con- 
vention, at  Asheville,  we  only  were  able 
to  squeeze  in  a  few  minutes,  and  even 
then  we  were  ruled  "out  of  order"  in 
the  effort  to  introduce  the  evidence  from 
the  official  court  record.  At  the  S.  B.  C. 
in  Kansas  City  it  was  only  after  en- 
countering very  severe  obstacles  that  we 
even  got  the  floor  to  so  much  as  read  a 
resolution.  And  at  the  recent  state  con- 
vention, it  was  only  by  something  like 
the  good  fortune  of  grabbing  a  fumbled 
ball  that  we  "managed  to  gain  the  con- 
vention floor  for  two  minutes  during  a 
confused  interlude"  (Associated  Press). 

It  remains  to  be  seen  just  what  would 
be  the  response  to  our  issue  on  a  con- 
vention floor  if  we  were  given  time  to 
make  a  full  statement  of  our  case,  with 
equal  opportunity  being  offered  for  the 
other  side;  assuming  that  the  other  side 
would  be  willing  to  meet  in  the  open 
arena  of  debate  (for  it  deserves  pointing 
out  in  this  connection  that  no  one  has 
ever  stood  up  on  a  convention  floor,  not 
even  at  the  S.  B.  C,  and  sought  to  bring 
forth  any  facts  to  show  that  our  posi- 
tion is  wrong;  and  could  it  be  doubted 
that,  if  any  one  had  any  facts  to  dis- 
prove our  position,  such  a  one  would  be 
given  all  the  time  he  desired  to  speak 
against  us!). 

It  is  to  be  hoped  that  at  the  S.  B.  C> 
in  Chicago  this  Spring  adequate  time 
will  be  provided  for  a  full  discussion  of 
the  isDr.e  before  the  messengers  are 
asked  to  vote  on  the  proposed  constitu- 
tional amendment  concei'ning  tho  au- 
tonomy of  the  local  church. 

For  A  Year's  Subscription  to 
THIS  PAPER 
SEND  ONE  DOLLAR  TO: 

COMMITTEE  FOR  BAPTIST  CHURCH 
AUTONOMY,  INC. 
WRIGHT  BUILDING,  HIGH  POINT,  N.  C. 
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''The  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina  has  rendered  its  decision.  That  is  the  law 
of  this  State  upon  the  legal  issues  and  facts  presented  in  that  case.  Our  Court 
recognizes  the  principle  of  'stare  decisis',  which  means  that  in  future  cases  the 
courts  will  he  guided  by  the  precedents  established  by  prior  decisions."  .  .  . 

LOCAL  BAPTIST  CHURCH 
INDEPENDENCE  and  AUTONOMY 

By  WILLIAM  C.  LASSITER 


[Editor's  Note:  The  following  is  an 
almost-complete  reproduction  of  an  ad- 
dress delivered  on  October  26  at  the  an- 
nual meeting  of  Piedmont  Baptist  Asso- 
ciation, representing  churches  in  the 
areas  of  Greensboro  and  High  Point. 
The  address  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Wil- 
liam C.  Lassiter,  attorney  of  Raleigh 
and  currently  author  of  the  book,  Law 
and  Press.} 

''Baptists  believe  that  the  New  Testa- 
ment form  of  church  government  is 
democratic  and  is  binding  for  all  time. 
Each  church  is  a  self-governing  body. 
Members  are  received  and  dismissed,  and 
all  matters  of  policy  are  decided  by  a 
vote  of  the  congregation,  each  member 
having  an  equal  right  in  voting.  This 
democracy  must  be  carefully  guarded. 
Churches  must  earnestly  resist  any  and 
all  efforts  at  encroachment  on  their  inde- 
pendence." 

These  are  the  printed  words  of  a  well- 
known  and  beloved  Baptist  minister  of 
this  State,  Dr.  J.  Clyde  Turner,  in  his 
book  Our  Baptist  Heritage  (p.  11,  above 
emphasis  supplied),  published  by  the 
Sunday  School  Board  of  the  Southern 
Baptist  Convention  in  1948  while  Dr. 
Turner  was  pastor  of  the  First  Baptist 
Church  of  Greensboro. 

Many  Baptist  leaders,  through  the 
years,  have  written  to  the  same  effect. 
[Quotations  from  E.  Y.  Mullins  and 
H.  W.  Tribble  were  given.] 

Baptists  have  even  published  books  for 
the  instruction  of  Juniors  in  the  Sunday 
School  concerning  the  importance  of  the 
independence  and  autonomy  of  the  local 
Baptist  church.  Thus  in  the  book  The 
Junior  and  his  Church,  published  by 
the  Sunday  School  Board  of  the  South- 
ern Baptist  Convention,  it  is  said: 


"It    (each  church)    stands  alone  ex- 
cept as  it  of  its  own  free  v/ill  chooses 
to  unite  with  some  other  church  or 
churches,   to   carry   on   a  particular 
work.  Even  then,  it  does  so  by  the  vote 
of  its  members  and  is  free  also  to 
withdraw  by  such  vote." 
Until  recently  there  was  never  occa- 
sion to  doubt  that  each  local  missionary 
Baptist  church  was  an  independent,  au- 
tonomous, democratic  organization  with- 
in itself,  wherein  the  majority  rules  and 
the  minority  cheerfully  submits  to  the 
will  of  the  majority  (or  withdraws  and 
organizes  another  church  in  keeping  with 
the  minority  views)  —  an  organization 
which    cooperates    with    other  Baptist 
churches  through  associations  and  con- 
ventions when  a  majority  of  the  local 
Baptist  church  so  determines,  with  the 
absolute  right   to  withdraw  from  any 
such  cooperation  when  a  majority  of  the 
local  church  so  determines  that  course. 

I  find  it  impossible  to  disagree  with 
what  Mr.  Porter  Routh,  Executive  Sec- 
retary of  the  Southern  Baptist  Conven- 
tion, wrote  spontaneously  to  the  Clerk 
of  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist 
Church  on  August  19,  1953,  in  response 
to  the  Clerk's  letter  advising  the  Con- 
vention headquarters  of  the  adoption  of 
the  resolution  by  the  North  Rocky  Mount 
Baptist  Church  to  withdraw  its  affilia- 
tion with  the  Southern  Baptist  Conven- 
tion. He  wrote: 

"To  me,  one  of  the  glories  of  the  Bap- 
tist denomination  is  the  fact  that  any 
church  can  vote  to  affiliate  or  not  to 
affiliate  with  any  group  it  desires,  in 
seeking  to  follow  what  it  feels  to  be 
God's  will."  (Supreme  Court  Record  in 
North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist  Church 
case,  pp.  306-307.) 
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That,  I  believe,  is  what  the  average 
Baptist  layman  or  minister  would  have 
said  or  written,  at  least  prior  to  Decem- 
ber 15,  1954. 

On  December  15,  1954,  the  North  Car- 
olina Supreme  Court  rendered  its  deci- 
sion in  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist 
Church  case.  Since  that  date  there  has 
probably  been  more  discussion  and  de- 
bate —  and,  may  I  sug-gest,  more  confu- 
sion— concerning  the  question  of  Baptist 
church  independence  and  autonomy  than 
during  any  other  similar  period  in  the 
history  of  Baptists. 

In  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist 
Church  case,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
North  Carolina  held,  in  legal  effect,  that 
once  a  local  Baptist  church,  as  a  part  of 
its  "characteristic  usages,  customs  and 
practices,"  becomes  a  cooperating  church 
giving  financial  support  to  the  State  and 
Southern  Baptist  Conventions,  it  can 
never  withdraw  that  support  and  coop- 
eration so  long  as  any  dissenting  minor- 
ity of  that  local  church,  no  matter  how 
small,  is  willing  to  resort  to  the  civil 
courts  to  maintain  the  status  quo  prior 
to  the  dissention. 

The  court  ruled: 

"The  proper  conclusion  of  law  in  this 
case  is  that  the  true  congregation  of 
the  North  Rocky  Mount  Missionary 
Baptist  Church  consists  of  those 
members  of  its  congregation  who  ad- 
here to  the  characteristic  doctrines, 
usages,  customs  and  practices  of  that 
particular  church,  recognized  and  ac- 
cepted by  both  factions  before  the  dis- 
sention between  them  arose."  (241  N. 
C.  at  p.  212) 

The  Supreme  Court  also  said  in  its 
opinion  in  that  case: 

"While  it  is  true  the  membership  of 
the  North  Rocky  Mount  Missionary 
Baptist  Church  is  a  self-governing 
unit,  the  majority  of  its  membership 
is  supreme  and  is  entitled  to  control 
its  church  property  only  so  long  as 
the  majority  remains  true  to  the  fun- 
damental faith,  usages,  customs  and 
practices  of  this  particular  church,  as 
accepted  by  both  factions  before  the 
dispute  arose."  (241  N.  C.  at  ]i.  o04, 
emphasis  supplied) 


Despite  a  theoretical  acknowledgment 
of  the  traditional  Baptist  concept,  the 
immediate  practical  effect  of  the  decision 
in  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist 
Church  case  is  that  the  church  property, 
valued  at  not  less  than  a  quarter  of  a 
million  dollars,  was  awarded  to  a  mi- 
nority which  remained  loyal  to  the  State 
and  Southern  Baptist  Conventions  to  the 
exclusion  of  a  majority  which,  however 
misguided  into  considering  those  organi- 
zations guilty  of  espousing  "modernism" 
or  "liberalism,  unbelief  and  apostasy", 
desired  and  voted  to  withdraw  support 
at  least  temporarily  from  the  State  and 
Southern  Baptist  Conventions. 

Extremely  significant,  it  seems  to  me, 
is  the  fact  that  both  the  Trial  Court  and 
the  North  Carolina  Supreme  Court  dis- 
regarded, as  not  being  legally  a  material 
factor,  an  important  and  fundamental 
"usage,  custom  and  practice"  of  the 
North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist  Church, 
namely,  that  of  MAJORITY  RULE 
which  had  existed  and  had  been  accepted 
by  both  factions  prior  to  the  dissention. 
That  the  usage,  custom  and  practice  of 
majority  rule  had  existed  in  that  church 
was  testified  to  by  a  former  pastor  and 
by  a  gentleman  who  had  been  a  member 
of  that  church  for  fifty-three  years. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  record 
of  the  case  has  failed  to  reveal  any  tes- 
timony to  the  contrary  in  so  far  as  the 
customs,  usages  and  practices  of  the 
North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist  Church  were 
concerned. 

How,  then,  could  the  Court,  in  the  face 
of  that  uncontradicted  evidence,  hold 
that  the  adoption  of  the  resolution  to 
withdraw  support  of  the  Southern  Bap- 
tist Convention,  by  majority  vote,  was 
in  violation  of  previously  existing  fun- 
damental customs,  usages  and  practices 
of  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist 
Church?  What  happened  to  the  tradi- 
tional majority-rule  democracy  of  that 
local  Baptist  church?  What  could  be 
more  fundamental? 

It  is  utterly  repugnant  to  traditional 
concepts  of  the  democratic  autonomy  of 
the  local  Baptist  church  for  the  civil 
courts  to  compel  continued  cooperation 
with  and  support  of  the  State  and 
Southern  Baptist  Conventions  by  a  par- 
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ticular  local  Baptist  church,  in  spite  of 
the  declared  wishes  of  a  clear  majority 
of  the  congregation  —  which  is  the  real 
immediate  effect  of  the  North  Carolina 
Supreme  Court  decision. 

In  the  current  issue  of  the  Review  and 
Expositor,  published  by  the  Southern 
Baptist  Theological  Seminary  at  Louis- 
ville, a  writer  asserts  that  the  North 
Carolina  Supreme  Court  specifically 
denied  that  its  decision  for  the  minority 
of  the  members  of  the  North  Rocky 
Mount  Baptist  Church  was  based  simply 
upon  the  discontinuing  of  affiliation  with 
the  State  and  Southern  Baptist  Conven- 
tions. It  is  true  that  the  Supreme  Court 
in  its  decision,  in  attempting  to  dis- 
tinguish the  case  from  a  previously  de- 
cided case,  stated  in  its  decision  that  the 
majority  of  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Bap- 
tist Church  did  more  than  merely  dis- 
affiliate from  the  North  Carolina  and 
Southern  Baptist  Conventions.  The 
Court  listed  six  items,  in  substance  as 
follows : 

(1)  They  ceased  all  connection  with 
the  above  mentioned  Baptist  con- 
ventions and  withdrew  financial 
support  of  agencies  sponsored  by 
those  conventions,  except  for  a 
Baptist  orphanage. 

(2)  After  they  disaffiliated  they  con- 
tinued as  an  Independent  Baptist 
Church. 

(3)  They  ceased  to  use  Sunday  School 
literature  approved  by  the  South- 
ern Baptist  Convention  and  began 
using  literature  supplied  by  the 
General  Association  of  Regular 
Baptist  Churches. 

(4)  The  Board  of  Deacons  had  ap- 
proved the  exclusive  control  of  the 
pulpit  by  the  church's  minister, 
Mr.  Johnston. 

(5)  They  discharged  several  Sunday 
School  teachers  foi-  the  reason 
that  they  opposed  the  views  of  the 
majority  of  members. 

(6)  Finally,  the  minister  had  done  all 
he  could  to  separate  himself  as 
far  as  possible  from  the  programs 
of  the  North  Carolina  and  South  - 
ern Baptist  Conventions. 

(As  summarized  in  34  N.  C.  Law 
*  Review,  p.  344) 


A  student  of  law  commenting  upon  the 
North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist  Church  case 
in  the  April  1956  issue  of  The  North 
Carolina  Law  Review  published  by  the 
University  of  North  Carolina  Law 
School  asserts  —  and  I  thoroughly  agree 
with  that  writer  —  that  all  of  the  above 
items  listed  by  the  Court  ''do  not  suc- 
cessfully distinguish"  the  North  Rocky 
Mount  case  from  a  prior  decision  of  the 
North  Carolina  Supreme  Court  in  the 
Organ  Meeting  House  case.  That  writer 
points  out  that  all  that  the  majority  cf 
the  Rocky  Mount  Church  did  was  "im- 
plement their  decision"  to  leave  the 
North  Carolina  and  Southern  Baptist 
Conventions.  As  that  writer  states:  "The 
cessation  of  literature  and  financial  sup- 
port to  those  Conventions  flowed  nat- 
urally and  proximately  from  the  deci- 
sion to  disaffiliate.  The  release  of  em- 
ployees who  did  not  believe  or  teach 
what  the  majority  thought,  was  within 
the  prerogative  of  any  employer.  Is  the 
court  saying  that  it  is  permissible  for 
the  group  to  disaffiliate  but  that  they 
must  continue  to  support  in  every  man- 
ner —  financially,  spiritually  and 
morally,  those  organizations  which  they 
had  previously  voted  to  abandon?" 

It  is  extremely  difficult  to  understand 
the  Supreme  Court  decision  in  the  Rocky 
Mount  case,  particularly  in  the  light  of 
several  prior  decisions  of  that  court. 

In  the  ORGAN  MEETING  HOUSE 
case,  referred  to  a  few  moments  ago  (16 
N.  C.  453),  which  was  decided  by  the 
North  Carolina  Supreme  Court  in  the 
year  1830,  the  majority  of  the  members 
of  a  Lutheran  church  declared  that  the 
local  church  was  leaving  the  synod  to 
which  the  church  formerly  belonged  and 
was  taking  membership  in  a  different 
synod,  previously  unknown  to  the  Lu- 
theran Church.  The  trustees  who  held 
title  to  the  local  church  property  sought 
relief  in  the  civil  courts  of  North  Caro- 
lina. The  Supreme  Court  held  that  it 
would  not  decide  a  religious  controversy 
between  the  members  of  the  church.  The 
court  said,  "With  respect  to  the  allega- 
tion made  by  the  plaintiffs  (minority), 
that  the  defendants,  or  the  church  they 
]-epvesent,  have  strayed  from  the  true 
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faith,  or  that  errors  have  crept  into  the 
church  government,  the  answer  is,  that 
on  that  question,  it  is  not  for  them  nor 
this  Court  to  decide.  It  might  be  more 
than  difficult  to  qualify  any  earthly 
tribunal  to  decide  it."  (16  N.  C.  at  p. 
455) 

In  the  case  of  NORTH  CAROLINA 
CHRISTIAN  CONFERENCE  v. 
ALLEN  (1911)  156  N.  C.  524,  72  S.  E. 
617,  the  late  Chief  Justice  Clark  stated 
fundamental  principles  applicable  to 
Christian  Churches  —  equally  applicable 
to  Baptist  Churches — as  follows: 

.  .  In  the  congregational  system  of 
church  government  .  .  .  each  individ- 
ual congregation  is  an  INDEPEND- 
ENT REPUBLIC,  governed  by  a  Ma- 
jority of  its  members,  and  subject  to 
control  by  NO  HIGHER  AUTHOR- 
ITY. The  churches  of  the  congrega- 
tional system  often  combine  into  asso- 
ciations, conferences  and  general  con- 
ventions. But,  unlike  such  organiza- 
tions under  the  connectional  system, 
they  are  PURELY  VOLUNTARY  or- 
ganizations, established  for  the  pur- 
pose of  joining  their  efforts,  but  hav- 
ing NO  SUPERVISION,  CONTROL, 
or  GOVERNMENTAL  AUTHORITY 
OF    ANY    KIND  WHATSOEVER 
OVER  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CONGRE- 
GATIONS, which  are  ABSOLUTELY 
INDEPENDENT  OF  EACH  OTHER 
.  .  ."  (Emphasis  supplied)  (156  N.  C. 
at  p.  526,  72  S.  E.  at  p.  618) 
The  student  of  law  writing  in  the  is- 
sue of  The  North  Carolina  Law  Review 
to  which  I  have  previously  made  refer- 
ence expressed  the   sound  and  logical 
opinion  that  the  language  of  Chief  Jus- 
tice  Clark  just  quoted   "seems  strong 
enough  to  allow  a  voluntary  severance 
from  such  association  or  convention  by 
a  local  church   of  the  congregational 
form   without   interference   of   a  civil 
court  —  i.  e.,  that  such  severance  is  not 
a  fundamental  or  radical  change  of  doc- 
trine." 

In  an  article  appearing  in  the  Duke 
Bar  Journal  (Spring  of  1956)  published 
by  the  Duke  University  School  of  Law, 
another  student  of  law  was  critical  of 
the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the 
North    Rocky    Mount    Baptist  Church 
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case.  He  points  out  that  the  decision 
resulted  in  "greatly  extending  prior 
cases."  That  writer  concludes  that  the 
Court's  holding  "cannot  be  followed  with- 
out unduly  restricting  church  manage- 
ment and  obstructing  normal  religious 
growth,"  and  that  "the  logical  extreme 
of  this  decision  would  result  in  the  civil 
courts  usurping  from  the  majority  in 
independent  churches  the  determination 
of  what  are  their  fundamental  religious 
beliefs."  (5  Duke  Bar  Journal,  pp.  127 
128) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina 
has  rendered  its  decision.  That  is  the 
law  of  this  State  upon  the  legal  issues 
and  facts  presented  in  that  case.  Our 
Court  recognizes  the  principle  of  "stare 
decisis,"  which  means  that  in  future 
cases  the  courts  will  be  guided  by  the 
precedents  established  by  prior  decisions. 

What  are  Baptists  to  do  who  have 
cherished  the  fundamental  principles  of 
religious  freedom  embodied  in  the  con- 
cepts of  independence  and  autonomy  of 
the  local  Baptist  church? 

There  are  those  who  would  stop  all 
discussion  of  the  problem,  upon  the  basis 
of  a  fallacious  contention  that  all  who 
would  criticize  the  court  and  the  church 
leaders  whose  testimony  obviously  influ- 
enced the  decision  are  "apostles  of  dis- 
cord" and  are  not  contributing  to  the 
cause  of  Christianity. 

Let  it  be  said  that  if  courageous  Bap- 
tists of  the  past  had  not  agitated  and 
fought  for  religious  freedom  —  for  in- 
dependence and  autonomy  —  those  bless- 
ings of  liberty  too  often  taken  for 
granted  might  not  have  been  preserved 
for  our  present  enjoyment. 

The  discussion  and  the  fight  to  recover 
these  fundamental  Baptist  principles, 
must  continue  until  there  is  assurance 
that  Baptist  Convention  officials  and  the 
civil  courts  alike  will  recognize  and 
properly  apply  these  principles  to  the 
facts  of  cases  which  may  arise  in  the 
future. 

Furthermore,  each  local  Baptist 
church  can  and  should  take  appropriate 
action,  through  recognized  lawful  pro- 
cedure, to  adopt  constitutional  provisions 
which  will  guarantee  the  fundamental 
right  of  the  particular  congregation  to 
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control  its  church  property  —  in  the  ab- 
sence of  limitations  embodied  in  trust 
documents  (which,  incidentally,  were 
not  involved  in  the  North  Rocky  Mount 
Baptist  Church  case)  —  and  to  deter- 
mine by  majority  vote  whether  the 
church  will  cooperate  with  an  association 
or  convention  or  will  withdraw  that  co- 
operation or  affiliation,  without  having 
the  church  property  turned  over  to  a 
dissenting-  minority. 

Also,  it  would  seem  quite  appropriate 
for  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention, 
and  the  Baptist  State  Convention  of 
North  Carolina  as  well,  to  adopt  consti- 
tutional provisions  having  the  legal  ef- 
fect of  a  solemn  contract  between  the 
Convention  and  each  of  the  cooperating 
local  churches  which  would  in  no  un- 
certain terms  specify  the  right  of  each 
cooperating  church  to  withdraw  its  co- 


operation and  affiliation  at  any  time  and 
for  any  purpose  by  appropriate  demo- 
cratic action  on  the  part  of  the  local 
church  membership. 


[Concluding  Editorial  Note:  It  is  to 
bring  about  what  Mr.  Lassiter  calls  the 
legal  effect  of  "a  solemn  contract"  be- 
tween the  convention  and  the  churches 
that  an  amendment  has  been  offered  to 
the  constitution  of  the  Southern  Baptist 
Convention.  This  proposed  amendment, 
which  will  be  voted  on  by  the  SBC  in 
Chicago  this  Spring,  would  add  the  fol- 
lowing to  Article  IV  in  the  constitution: 

''This  convention  does  not  claim  that 
affiliation  with  this  convention  is  in  any 
way  necessary  for  a  church  to  be  a  Mis- 
sionary Baptist  Church;  nor  does  this 
convention  claim  that  affiliation  with  any 
other  Baptist  body,  whether  district  as- 
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sociation  or  state  convention,  is  in  any 
way  necessary  for  a  church  to  be  affili- 
ated with  this  convention;  nor  does  this 
convention  claim  that  a  church's  affiilia- 
tion  with  this  convention,  as  conceived 
by  this  convention,  is  in  any  degree  of 
such  a  nature  as  would  prevent  a  church 
that  once  has  entered  into  affiiliation 
with  this  convention  from  discontinuing 
that  affiiliation,  should  that  church  for 
any  reason  whatsoever  decide  to  discon- 
tinue that  affiliation."] 


What  Readers  Are  Saying  .  .  . 

A  minister  from  MISSOURI  writes: 
'7  have  read  with  mounting  interest  the 
issues  of  SOUTHERN  BAPTIST  FREE 
PRESS,  and  also  a  great  deal  in  the  de- 
nominational press  of  late.  I  see  more 
and  more  the  need  for  your  paper.  As 
far  as  I  can  detect  the  trend,  it  is  to  the 
effect  that  the  Baptist  public  is  to  be 
sold  on  the  idea  that  after  all  the  church 
buildings  of  Southern  Baptist  churches 
are  really  in  trust  with  the  Southern 
Baptist  Convention.  That  is  not  said  in 
so  many  words  but  it  is  being  strongly 
implied.  This  is  especially  seen  in  a  re- 
cent article  appearing  in  the  Tennessee 
paper,  'The  Baptist  and  Reflector,^  and 
reprinted  in  our  Missouri  paper,  'Word 
and  Way.'  The  article  is  by  M.  W.  Eger- 
ton,  Knoxville,  Tenn.  Of  course  the 
article  is  cleverly  written  and  contains 
much  that  is  true,  but  the  purpose  of  it 
to  my  thinking  is  to  prepare  the  people 
to  think  in  terms  of  the  church  property 
as  being  in  trust  with  the  Southern  Bap- 
tist Convention.  I  fear  we  will  be  seeing 
more  such  articles." 

 #  

A  SOUTH  CAROLINA  layman  com- 
ments: "I  hope  that  you  can  succeed  in 
your  undertaking,  but  am  not  too  con- 
fident. I  am  a  long  time  business  associ- 
ate of  a  Presbyterian  layman  who  was 
active  in  opposing  the  proposed  union  of 
Northern  and  Southern  Presbyterians;  I 
found  that  the  preachers  were  usually 
much  stronger  for  union  than  the  lay- 
men. I  believe  the  same  is  true  in  this 
fight;  the  preachers  will  be  pressured 
into  opposing  your  proposed  amendment 
(to  be  voted  on  in  Chicago  next  Spring) 
unless  the  people  back  home  can  be 
aroused  sufficiently  to  put  on  pressure  for 
the  amendment." 


A  minister  in  ILLINOIS,  however,  is 
more  optimistic:  "I  feel  sure  there  are 
enough  honest,  New  Testament,  Baptist 
people  among  Southern  Baptists  that 
when  they  see  you  are  standing  against 
sin  in  high  places,  they  will  rally  to  the 
cause." 


A  prominent  NORTH  CAROLINA  lay- 
man writes:  "I  am  thoroughly  in  sym- 


pathy with  your  publication." 

Some  Facts  About 
The  Roman  Catholic  Church 
By  C.  K.  RAND 

According  to  Roman  Catholic  teaching, 
is  it  morally  wrong  to  steal? 

It  is  taught  that  there  are  causes  that 
excuse  from  theft.  In  the  Catholic 
Manual  of  Christian  Doctrine,  which  is 
used  in  Catholic  schools,  we  read  (p. 
297)  the  following  question  and  answer: 
"What  are  the  causes  that  excuse 
from  theft? 

''1.  Extreme  necessity,  when  a  per- 
son takes  only  what  is  necessary,  and 
does  not  thereby  reduce  to  the  same 
necessity  the  person  whose  property 
he  takes;  2.  Secret  compensation,  on 
condition  that  the  debt  so  cancelled  be 
certain,  that  the  creditor  cannot  re- 
cover his  property  by  any  other  means, 
and  that  he  take,  as  far  as  possible, 
things  of  the  same  kind  as  he  had 
given." 

Roman  priests  decide  in  tJie  confes- 
sional how  much  money  07ie  may  steal 
without  committing  a  "mortal"  sin.  In 
the  United  States,  any  amount  less  than 
$40  is  considered  only  a  "venial"  sin,  for 
which  one  does  not  need  to  make  confes- 
sion. Note  the  following  sample  of  in- 
struction for  priests,  offering  guidance 
for  them  in  determining  how  much 
money  a  person  may  steal  without  com- 
mitting a  mortal  sin: 

"Question:  What  would  be  regarded 
nowadays  as  the  absolute  sum  for 
grave  theft  in  the  United  States? 

"Answer:  ...  To  lay  down  a  gen- 
eral norm,  in  view  of  actual  conditions 
and  the  value  of  money,  it  would  seem 
that  the  absolute  sum  for  grave  theft 
would  be  about  $40"  (Francis  J.  Con- 
nell,  The  American  E ecclesiastical  Re- 
view,  Jan,    1945,   pp.   68-69;  emphasis 
applied) . 
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The  Wake  Forest  Situation  ,  ,  . 

Reporting  on  the  election  of  the  nine 
new  trustees  for  Wake  Forest  at  the  re- 
cent meeting-  of  the  N.  C.  State  Conven- 
tion, Roy  Covington,  writing  for  the 
Charlotte  Observer,  states: 

"Dr.  Harold  W.  Tribble  was  believed 
to  have  held  his  own  and  possibly  gained 
some  strength  in  the  naming  of  nine 
new  trustees  to  the  board  of  Wake  For- 
est College. 

"At  least  six  of  the  nine,  perhaps 
more,  are  believed  to  be  friendly  to  Dr. 
Tribble's  administration  of  the  college" 
[It  was  pointed  out  in  the  September 
issue  of  SOUTHERN  BAPTIST  FREE 
PRESS  that  if  only  as  many  as  "three'' 
of  the  incoming  nine  trustees  would 
stand  with  Dr.  Tribble  then  he  could  not 
be  dislodged.  J.M.B.]  (Nov.  15,  emphasis 
supplied) . 

Mr.  Covington  also  wrote  in  the 
Charlotte  Observer: 

"[The]  editor  of  The  Southern  Baptist 
Free  Press  has  questioned  the  testimony 
which  Dr.  Tribble  and  several  other  Bap- 
tist leaders  gave  in  the  fiery  North 
Rocky  Mount  Baptist  Church  court 
case.  .  .  . 

"In  what  may  have  been  his  answer  to 
the  charges,  Dr.  Tribble,  in  welcoming 
the  messengers  to  Wake  Forest  for  their 
afternoon  session,  stated  he  did  believe 
in  the  virgin  birth"  (Nov.  14). 

The  Baptist  state  paper,  Biblical  Re- 
corder (Dec.  1),  prints  the  following 
from  the  Rev.  Ted  G.  Stone : 

"North  Carolina  Baptists  were  thrilled 
by  the  brief  but  important  words  spoken 
by  Dr.  Harold  W.  Tribble  at  the  annual 
meeting  of  the  Baptist  State  Convention 
in  Winston-Salem.  In  his  brief  statement 
at  the  session  on  Tuesday  afternoon  the 
president  of  Wake  Forest  College  clearly 
stated  his  position  in  regard  to  the  Chris- 
tian principles  which  Baptists  cherish  so 
highly.  Dr.  Tribble  was  not  forced  to  do 
this,  but  he  made  the  statement  freely 
and  with  sincerity.  There  can  no  longer 
be  any  doubt  in  our  minds.  He  is  a  true 
Christian  gentleman,  as  well  as  an  out- 
standing educator.  The  speech  of  Tues- 
day has  done  much  to  strengthen  the 
cause  of  Christian  education  in  North 
Carolina.  The  Baptists  of  this  state  will 
much  more  readily  support  our  denomi- 
national schools  because  of  this  public 
stand  by  Dr.  Tribble." 

Actually,  however.  Dr.  Tribble's  public 


statement  has  left  us  in  more  doubt 
than  ever.  We  have  admitted  all 
along  that  Dr.  Tribble  subscribes  to  the 
term  "Virgin  Birth,"  just  as  he  sub- 
scribes to  the  concept  of  "autonomy"  for 
the  local  church.  Our  contention  has  re- 
lated merely  to  the  meaning  which  Dr. 
Tribble  has  put  into  the  phrase  "Virgin 
Birth."  The  Rev.  Woodrow  W.  Robbins, 
writing  in  the  October  issue  of  SOUTH- 
ERN BAPTIST  FREE  PRESS,  stated: 

"Dr.  Tribble  explained  the  Virgin 
Birth  in  a  most  astonishing  manner.  His 
testimony  on  the  Virgin  Birth  reminds 
one  of  his  testimony  on  the  autonomy  of 
a  local  church.  Dr.  Tribble  said  that  a 
church  'may  withdraw  at  any  time'  from 
supporting  the  conventions,  BUT  he  'in- 
terpreted' this  to  mean  that  a  church 
cannot  withdraw  and  retain  possession 
of  its  property!  Dr.  Tribble  did  state 
that  Jesus  Christ  was  conceived  by  the 
Holy  Spirit  and  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary, 
BUT  he  'interpreted'  this  to  permit 
Jesus  still  to  HAVE  AN  EARTHLY 
FATHER!" 

In  his  statement  before  the  conven- 
tion, all  that  Dr.  Tribble  said  about  the 
matter  was  the  following,  as  reported  by 
Arthur  Johnsey  in  the  Greensboro 
Daily  News: 

"I  believe  in  the  virgin  birth  of  Jesus 
Christ — I  say  that  of  my  own  free  will 
and  accord  and  I  say  it  because  nobody 
is  trying  to  force  me  to  say  it  as  a  Bap- 
tist as  a  part  of  a  creed"  (Nov.  14). 

Thus  Dr.  Tribble  merely  stated  what 
we  have  admitted  all  along!  For  the 
matter  really  to  be  cleared  up,  ivhy  did 
he  not  explain  whether  or  not  he  meant 
the  concept  of  "Virgin  Birth"  to  permit 
Jesus  to  have  had  an  "earthly  father"? 
And  there  is  still  the  question  of  the 
COURT  RECORD.  If  Dr.  Tribble  now 
means  by  "Virgin  Birth"  that  Jesus 
really  did  not  have  an  earthly  father, 
how  could  this  be  harmonized  with 
what  the  COURT  RECORD  reports  him 
as  having  said? 

Let  no  one  think  that  this  is  a  quibble 
about  words.  The  real  question  is  not 
what  words  one  uses  but  what  meaning 
one  puts  into  those  words.  To  say  that 
one  believed  in  the  "Virgin  Birth"  of 
Jesus  and  yet  to  explain  this  as  meaning 
that  Jesus  actually  had  an  "earthly  fa- 
ther," would  be  about  like  one  saying 
that  he  supported  the  Republican  ticket 
by  voting  for  Stevenson! 


